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In'an examination of institutional decision making, 


this study identified types of data used by college presidents in 


assessing their institution's 


ability-and their perception of the 


comparative-importance of various indicators purpcrted to demonstrate 
the vital signs of an institution. Indicators were in the areas of 
Student Flow, Finance, and Personnel. Three rounds of the Delphi 
method were employed over a four-year period. Presidents were asked 
to indicate their assessment of .the relative importance of each of 
the indicators using the following scales: high isportance--3, 
-eoderate importance--2, low iaportance--1, and no importance--0. Mean 
scores and rankings were calculated for each informational subset 
within the:three areas. Although the rankings acccrding to highest 
mean values varied, the five highest rated items in each 
informational subset were consistent in each round with only minor 
exceptions. The data indicated that although the context in which 
.decisions were made was changing, the indicators utilized by 
presidents to determine the vital signs of their institutions‘ 
stability changed little over the fquen yest Feriod of the study. 
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ABSTRACT "*- : 


This research analyzed a portion of the data seedqebal to ‘institutional 

decision making. The study identified types of data used by college iret: ; | * 
-dents in assessing their institution’ s diaiuaas and their perception of . 
the comparative . a ae of, various indicators which are verted to' 


demonstrate the vital aliens of. an institution. Indicators were in the area 


of Student Flow, Finance and Personnel. ‘ . 


Thrée rounds of the Delphi method were etployed over a four-year period. 


Presidents were asked to indicate their assessment of the relative importancé 
: * : ~~ \ 


a 


of each of the indicators using the following scale: high importance - 3, 
moderate importance - 2, low importance - 1, and no importance.- 0. Mean 


scores and rankings were calculated for each informatignal subset within the 


° . ~ 


three areas. 
* 
Although the rankings according to highest mean values varied, the fjve 


highest rated items in each informational subset were consistent in each 


round with only minor exceptions. 

The data reflected the influence of Title IX regulations; however, did-not 

' reach the category of most important. The data indicated that although 

the context in which décisions were made was changing, the indicators utilized 
. ‘ ‘ ‘ 

by presidents to determine the vital signs of their institutions' stability 


a) 


‘changed little over the four-year period of study. 
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PRESIDENTS’ VITAL SIGNS:, 


ehh | 
IMPLICATIONS FOR INSTITUTIONAL DECISION ‘MAKING 


‘ 


fairaaknerde i” oe * 

This reséarch. analyzed a portion of the data essential to institutional 
decision dakive and identified those areas which were consistently uti- 
lized as well jas those which reflected the changing sontane in which 
decisions were made.: The study identified types of data used by college 
presidents in assessing their institutions’ seabaaitey and uatiinssuaentoe 
of the oiapine suicevnee- ar wemioad indicators which are purported to 
demonstrate the vital signs of an institution. Indicators were. in the area 


of Student Flow, Finance, and Personnel. 


The report which follows analyzes. a fine slice of the data’ essential to an 
institutional planner and at the same time compares the importance of these 
data to college presidents as they approach the process’ of institutional 


decision making. ~ :; / 


Data Source * 
“g-In April of 1974, the Pennsylvania Association of Colleges and Universities 
(PACU) presented a program entitled "President's Portfolio." This research 
was originally designed as part of that program. PACU is an organization of 


119 institutional members, public and private colleges and universities 
« - 


including two and four year institutions. Institutions whose college presi- 


dents participated in this research were all members of PACU. — ae 


Flow, Finance, and Personnel. Ea 


. | Methodology 


In order to obtain the oresidents' percepripns, the Delphi Technique was 
. rs = . / ‘ 


r ‘ * es . , « = << 4 ’ : c ‘ { ’ . 
employed. This .technique is a systematic feans of obtaining expert opinion 
y » “| . 


and Eee successive interrogations anfi feedback until conséhsus is | 
reached or no change occurs. Although three rounds were completed during 


this study, the results from the first/’ nd third: rounds will be emphasized. 


The seautes from Round #2 are incptpo ated as ‘part of the Delphi process; 
HONETENs ek: Round's siateni dif ered slightly er ane other rounds 


and was not pavenaeiwee for. the lon itudinal aedian. 


‘ , € 
The indicators utilized focused o 


the following perspectives: Student 
of these selected perspectives contained 


4 


subsets as follows: Student Flow - admissions, continuing students, 


attrition, and housing; - income and expenditures; and Personnel - 

faculty, administrative and professional suiligntiucktsdal staff, clerical 

staff, and nonprofessibnal 1 has . . 
: . | 

The presidents were asked 7 assess the relative importance of each of the 

indicators using the — high dmpeniance - 3, moderate 


importance - ai Low importance - 1; and no importance - 0. Mean scores and 


nadhings aGEe calculated for each subset within the three areas. 


Results 
A total of 56 questionnaires were returned from the 118 distributed during 
| : fn 2 * 
Round #1, /47%. During Round #3, 39° returns were received from the 119 


faires. 138% Overall 95 questiontaires were returned for an overall 


institutions. 


Although no attempe was made to clarify the data according co institutional 


type,’ the intent being to idencify data utilized by college sresidents 
+ 


‘ . } 
regardless of inscitucional type, it is important to recognize that certain’: 
types of data essential co a particular type of institution could be 
excluded. for example, at the end of Round #1 any item in a subset Whose 


mean score was less. than 1.50 was not included in Round #3. i 


‘ 


As a result the items (30) in the, Income and Expenditures subsets pe taining 
to research were dropped. Obviously, these data would be important to a 
major research university, but as a general indicator ‘of institutional 


stability across institutional types, they were viewed as nonessential. 
Selected data, therefore, were affected by their lack of general appilica- 


‘ 


bility across institutional types. Student housing is an example o oe 


and although these items were not eliminated, the mean scores associated» 


with them were lower due to the no importance rankings awarded them by non- 


residential institutions. The results reported in’ the selected perspectives 


-and their respective subsets reflect the importance of the indicators across 


rather than specific to institutional: types. 


. 


Pant [ - Studens Flow 


This area contained the following subsets: admissions, (30 items); con- 
tinuing students, (14 items); attrition (11 items); and housing (25 items). 
Only 10 of the 76 items in this area achieved a mean score above 2.50. 


With ene | to gender, 10 of the 18 items achieved a mean score above 


1.50, although none of these were above 1.92. There were ll items pertain- ® 
ing to minorities and their mean scores in Round #3 generally increased. 


Most of these items pértained to admissions where 4 of. the 6 minorities 


items achieved a mean score greater than 2.00. These items concerned 
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number of paid registration deposits, financial did applications, accept- 


ance versus number of matriculants, and projectéd financtal need for the 


entering class. 


The mean rankings in each of the Student Fldéw:subsets were essenfially ‘the 
same in Round #3 as they were in Round #1./ In other words the’ highest five 
mean rankings did not vary although ther¢ were some minor changes within 


them. For.example, items ranked 2 and A in Round #1 were ranked 3 and 2 


in Round #3. 


« @ 


The only major change occurred in tHe Continuing Students: subset. At the 
‘end of Round #1 a new descriptor was added, number of FTE students. This 
item was ranked 1 in Round #3 and the number of full-time students item, 


which had been ranked 1 ‘a Round #4 was ranked 2 in Round #3. 

: : ae 
Nine of the’ ten mean scores above 2.50 occurred in the indicator concerned 
_with the overall es ita picture, which also occurred in Rone #1. ah 
data reflected only minor changes over the four year period between Rounds #1 


and #3 which suggests that the indicators utilized by presidents in the area 


of Student Flow were consistently applicable. ’ 


Part II - ee 
This ee contained the following subsets: faculty, (39 items); adminis- 
trative and professional noninstructional state, (23 items); cl buat staff, 
(12 teens) < dad nonprofessional staff (14 items). Within the 887items con— 
tained in these four subsets, 10 items Bae ee to gender and 14 items | 


pertained to minorities. 
x i ~ 
Overall nine items achieved a nean score above 2.59. With respect to 


gender, only 2 of the 10 items failed to achieve a mean score above 1.50. 
. : 


ig 


rs bd a i . oo 
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- These mean scores although generally low, with the exception of the faculty 
subset’ where 3 mean scores were 1.97 or nigher, were slighcly higher chan 


" they were in Round #1. : / ; ‘ 
Pe \ 
4 
There were 14 items pertaining. to mimorities and although the mean scores 
©, 


for these items ard generally higher than in Round #1, those considered 
¢ ’ . 
Pac important were also in the faculty subset. The items with the highest 


mean scores for both gender and minorities in,the faculty subset were ‘the 


. 


same: total number of faculty, total number of full-time faculty, and 


total number of full-time equivalent (FTE) faculty. 


The ranking of the mean scores in each subset indicated only slight varia- 
tion between Rounds #1 and #3. One rani occurred in the faculty subset. 

- In Round hn the i number of faculty projected for fue following year 
ranked 1; oe in Round #3 its ranking SHaeeE to rae In Round #3 
the total number of faculty and the total number of eee faculty, which 


s 


had been ranked 2-3 in Round #1, were ranked 1-2. 


Another major change also occurred between Rounds. In Round #1 the third 


° 


highest mean ranking was the projected number of staff budgeted for the 


following year. That item was ranked fifth in Round #3 and the third ranked - 


» ® 
item became the number of staff terminating employment in each of the three 


a 
staff subsets. 


‘ 


In both rounds, with che exception of the faculty indicator already mentioned, 


current data were considered to be more important than projected data. It 


is important to note, however, that the current data indicators ranked 1 


\ 


and 2 in Round #3 were also ranked 4 and 5, regarding projected data. 


| 
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Another interesting dinmesiion, at the daca in the Personnel area was that 
with few extentions, the importance of indicators projected for the follow- 
ing year was ranked higher than thé importance ot these same indicators by 
(/ departmenc. The general pattern that emerged’ revealed that foe any item 
ie would be ranked in the following descending order or importance within 
each of the subsets: ; = 
Total Number‘of Current Personnel |: ; 
Total Number of Personnel Projected for Next Year \ 
Personnel Within Heparenants 
Personnel by Rank/Grade Level 


Minority Personnel ‘ 


Personnel by Gender 
‘For example see Table 1. This pattern was followed in all but five instances. 


Part III - Finance 


Income - This subset contained 26 items, 4 of which achieved a mean score 
above’ 2.50. The student tuition and fees item was by far the “host important 
t) : ,* 
\ income item and received all four of the mean scores above 2.50. The three 


highest tanked items in both Rounds were identical: total amount of student 


) 


tuition and feés in the current vear, total amount of student tuition and 
fees projected for next year, and the percentage of student tuition and fees 


as part of total income. 


The items in this subset also followed a pattern when compared across the 


relative a laa althoygh noc as uniformly as in Round #1. 


With as exception of the governmental appropriations and -the endowment 
income items, the income items followed the following descending order of 


‘ . 


‘importance: 


10 
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Table 1 
eat Personnel # + 
4 , : : 
, Administrative and Professional Noninstructional Staff 4 


- ,Mean Scores for Rounds #1 and #3 , 


0 
; fu ' Z 
[ : oo mS) be FS 
vo fo. 
wv cy) 
UO > Ee 
- Fis <q v 
a me 
Item Zz eu 


1. Number of staff budgeted 


ee 


4, Number of staft bding terminated” 


a 


a en 


a 
Round #1 mean scores precede Round #3 mean scores. 


“ieee added after Koved Fi, 


Note: Rating Scale 
3 high importance . r 
2 moderate importance 2 : "4 . 
1 low importance 
0 no importance 


A full report of the data is available upon requést. 
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Total Amount Received 
aw 
Income Ptojected for Next Year 


: Percentage of Tocal Income 


‘ be * 


The exception items reversed the top two rankings. In all instances income 


generated by departments was ‘cohsidered to be of low impoytance. 


| i ‘ 7 r 
Expenditure = This subset contained 65 items, 31 of which had a mean score 
2,50 or higher. The highest ranked item in both rounds was the total’ ‘ 


amount of expenditures for faculty salaries. In, Round #3 the five highest 


o- y 


e \ 
mean scores, -in descending Srder of importance were: ° ais So 
‘ aoe | : . , 


; Total Expenditures for Faculty Salaries 
Total Expenditures for Instruction and Departmental Research 
sd 
Amount Budgeted for Faculty Salaries it aa 


oe 


Amount Projected for Faculty Salaries for Next Year 


- Amount Budgeted for Instrucfion and Departmental Research 


With the exception of the highést ranked item, none of these items ranked f 


this high in Round #1. ba though there were not many changes in the items 


Sw 


ranked 2.50 or higher on the two rounds, the priorities in this gubset 


4 


. Yeflected the greatest priority variations.. 
uU.. fw dh 


In Round #3 the six highest rated mean scores pertained cto total instruc- 


tion and depagtmental research, and total faculty salaries. With the ex- ) 


» 


ception of the total: expenditures for faculty salaries, the highest tated 


mean scores in Round #1 pertained to total brary expenditures, total 
expenditures for general, institutional expense,, total expenditures for 


faculty and staff benefits and total expenditures for student aid from 


saueleaeianal flinds. 


4 > 


$a: 4 8 tional expense ranked highly .(7) and-the item pertaining: to student aid had 


. a mean score less than 2.50. 


® od 


~ 


, Although minor exceptions occurred, a aa pattern emerged regarding the 


°. 


‘relative ampotenncesss expenditures {ean Each of the items tended to be 


Be Wide “ranked in the following descending order of importance: ‘ 
oe ees Total Current Expenditures 
Amount Budgeted for Current Expenditures 
Ja. Expenditures Projected: for.Next Year 
eae . Ls Percentage of Total, Expenditures - 
; , Expenditures by Department = e 
be This pattern was generally consistent: with the exception of the amount 
- “budgeted Bad: projected for next year ratings of ‘importance. These ratings 
tas oe eanead: places sindat equally among the items investigated. Other than ° 
these ratings, there were orily twa other exceptions to the pattern. Once 
again, the ratings by department were of the heast, importance to the presi- 
; ane, Ta ; ab 
a dents. . rn 
ai ° . _¥ ae ' 
‘ & See 
; : Conclusions » 
: Og 8 és e . eo ; ) 
ae .The data in edit’ gf'the three areas and their respective subsets indicate 
? 3 7 _ tsa although the context in which decisions were made was changing, the 


* % s 
os ; tddtieators utilized by presidents to determine the vital: signs of their 


“inateueon’ s° stability change# Little over the four year period of ship 
Sa sip, “a re 


‘ 
. ‘4 


ae : While it ‘would ‘seem reasonable to assume that the. new federal regulations, 
é 


a specifically Title IX, would have had some effect upon the’ tatings of the - 
: éf 


a E " Ofgthese, only the item pertaining to total expenditures for general institu- 


tips 


e 
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« 


personnel indicators dealing with minorities and gender, they evidently 


~ did not since these indicators continued co rate almost as low in 1977 as 


* 


. they did in 1974. Within the Student Flow area, the+minority and gender 


item ratings also remained substantially the same in both rounds. However, 
Fawr ica 


the items pertaining to minorities generally increased and were rated 
higher than the items pertaining to gender. 


‘ 
° < . 


The only other area which reflected a change. in decision making was expendi- 


tures where only the highest ranked mean, total expénditures for faculty . 


a 


. salaries, remained the same. It would appear that h light of the current 


fiscal situation the presidents have focused on total expenditures for 


instruction and departmental research as well as faculty salaries as a 


, 


vital sign for their’institutions. * 


. Within the Personnel and Finance areas items that reflected the institution's 


current situation from a total perspective were viewed as the most’ important. 


er 


Those same items in terms of projections - for the following year were of the 


* 


: 3 ; 
next greatest importance. In other words, thesé items were perceived by 


the presidents as being the most important in determining their institution's 


4 
Ow ay . , ¢q 


stability.: 


a Pa ¥ 
Wy r . 


’ Information pertaining to-departments in the Personnel area was of the next 


.greatest importance following the data which would yield a picture of the 


.e 


total current situation.» Although this type of a choice didn't exist in 


‘the Finance’area, departmental data, both in terms of income and expenditures 


. - a 
was of the heast importance. It would appear that perhaps more attention 


« 


needs to be given to departmental income and expenditures in arriving at an 


s 


accurate picturé 


“att institution's financial vital’signs. 
‘ ra ees i ; 
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x . : ep, OF ‘ 
Perhaps mosc important to the institutional research person is 


that the 
pattern of data which presidents say chev find most useful for decision 
making nas not changed appreciably in the past four years. 
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